Australian population using a mixed-methods approach is recommended.
In-groups, out-groups, and their contrasting perceptions of values among generational cohorts Rokeach's conceptualisation of human values led to the development of theoretically 7 congruent models and measures. Schwartz's (1992) 
18
Personal values guide, and are used to justify, behaviours (Schwartz, 1992) . Values 19 have often been framed in terms of their importance to workplace outcomes or predictions of 20 workplace behaviour such as excessive work engagement (Burke, 2001) , and affective work ). Beyond these organisational outcomes, the importance individuals attach to specific 3 values has been linked to their probability of accepting an orientation towards diversity 4 (Sawyerr, Strauss, & Yan, 2005) , and their prospects of engaging in socialisation with an out-5 group . In summary, previous research has established individual 6 values preferences have behavioural and cognitive implications in a range of domains, and this combination of constructs form the focus of the current study. (Cennamo & Gardner, 2008) . Generations X and Y tend to demonstrate a greater preference 22 to freedom-related workplace values than do Baby Boomers (Twenge, 2010; Twenge, 23 Campbell, Hoffman, & Lance, 2010) , with Generation Y presenting the highest preference 24 for these types of values in comparison to Generation X (Cennamo & Gardner, 2008) .
25
Collectivist values preferences, which encompass the importance of relationships with others, 1 were higher in managers within the Baby Boomer generational cohort in comparison to 2 business students under 25 years of age (Richards et al., 2012) . generations has been a common element in workplace research. For example, Generation X 6 was noted to have a strong inclination towards Self-enhancement values (Gursoy, Chi, & 7 Karadag, 2013; Lyons, Duxbury, & Higgins, 2005) , especially when compared to Baby 8 Boomers (Egri et al., 2012) . There is mixed evidence with regards to Self-enhancement 9 values for Generation Y; while Egri et al. noted Generation Y placed the highest importance 10 attributed to this value, Twenge (2010; Twenge et al., 2010) (Egri et al., 2012; Feather & McKee, 2008 (Cogin, 2012; Egri et al., 2012; Gursoy et al., 2013; Twenge, 2010 (Egri et al., 2012; Lyons et al., 2005) . Examining
24
Universalism value preferences specifically, however, Richards et al. (2012) Twenge et al. (2010) noted no significant differences between generations 2 on altruistic values, a core component of Universalism. Previous research has reported cross-3 cultural differences in value priorities (Vauclair, Hanke, Fischer, & Fontaine, 2011) , and the 4 limited research on generational differences in the values of Australians (i.e., Cogin, 2012; 5 Egri et al., 2012; Feather & McKee, 2008) prompts the need for further examination within 6 this context.
7
In summary, while individual preferences for values appear to vary between 8 generational cohorts, the consistency of these findings has notable variability. However, 9 generational differences research has been criticised for methodological inconsistencies and 10 poor methodological rigour (Lyons & Kuron, 2014) , with recommendations that future 11 research include sufficient theoretical grounding and consideration of results in terms of the 12 context and practical significance (effect size) of the findings. We attempt to address these 13 areas in the forthcoming research. Furthermore, the analysis used in many of the 14 aforementioned studies are either univariate in nature (e.g., Gursoy et al., 2013) (Tajfel, 1974) , which purports that one's self-concept is influenced by the identified 8 categorisation across a variety of constructs (e.g., nationality, race, and occupational type) 9 that define important aspects of the individual (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995) . Furthermore, 10 the individual's identification with specific social categories also implies a degree of 11 evaluation regarding how one's social categorisation, or in-group, fares or behaves in 12 comparison to out-groups. Tajfel (1974) proposed that one's in-group is perceived more 13 favourably due to the types of stereotypes attached to the group's normative behaviours and 14 expectations (a process known as self-enhancement, although not to be confused with 15 Schwartz's [1992] values construct of the same name). This social categorisation aspect of 16 social identity is important in emphasising the differences between the in-group and out-17 group, such that the differences can be exaggerated to promote the distinguishing aspects of 18 the in-group and out-group (Hogg et al., 1995) .
19
In order to apply social identity theory to research on values and generational cohorts, remaining values (Schwartz, 1992 (Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; Twenge, 2010; Twenge et al., 2010) , which may be concordant previous literature (Egri et al., 2012; Feather & McKee, 2008 Change than their older counterparts (Cogin, 2012; Egri et al., 2012; Gursoy et al., 2013; 2 Twenge, 2010) . While this anomalous finding might support previous reports that 3 Generation X is more conservative than previous generations (Lawrence, 1997 cited in Sirias, 4 Karp & Brotherton, 2007), replication is required.
5
Our finding of no noteworthy differences between generations on self-ratings results
6
of Self-transcendence is consistent with Twenge et al. (2010) . However, the findings is worth noting that our study sampled broader generational cohorts than did Lyons et al.
10
[2005], and had Self-transcendence competing for explanatory relevance with different 11 predictors (Schwartz's overarching values constructs) in comparison to Richards et al.[2012] 12 (collectivism / individualism). Both Lyons et al. [2005] (N = 979) and Richards et al. [2012] 13 (N = 1518) had notably larger sample sizes than our study, which may suggest that our non-14 significant findings for Self-transcendence were due to an underpowered analysis. However, The second discriminant function for out-group perceptions did not discriminate 14 strongly between the value factors, but did suggest that Generation X differed from Boomers, without necessarily being apparent to those in power. Likewise, the dimmed cohort as being dependent in some instances, and strongly independent in others; as being 21 self-centred in some examples, and highly socially-conscious in others (Davis, 2007) . The 22 exaggerated differences between in-group and out-group suggested as part of social identity 23 theory (Tajfel, 1974) , with social categorization amplifying these defining boundaries (Hogg 24 et al., 1995) , appears to be arguably influential in the case of Generation Y. generation contributes to employment and task-setting biases (e.g., Gardner & Macky, 2012) .
5
Our study supports a misalignment between self-and stereotyped-preferences for values 6 through an in-group, out-group comparative lens (Tajfel, 1974) , demonstrating the 7 importance of considering out-group's perceptions of generations.
8
Weston (2001) have influenced the representativeness of the sample, however previous studies using this 8 procedure of data gathering (e.g., Lyons et al., 2010) have not noted associated sample bias.
9
Future research would benefit from representative sampling of Australians across all 10 generations and ethnicities, and the inclusion of a social desirability measure. 
Key Points
What is already known about this topic • Schwartz's circumplex model identifies four overarching value clusters: Selftranscendence, Conservation, Self-enhancement and Openness to Change
• Generations vary in the self-ascribed (in-group) importance of each value cluster
• Personal values guide, and are used to justify, behaviours
What this topic adds
• We found differences in perceived (out-group) value importance of clusters for each generation
• We also found differences between in-group and out-group perceptions of value importance for each generation
• There were larger differences in other-ascribed than self-ascribed value importance across generations, highlighting the need to address actions based on generation value stereotypes in the workplace Note. SE-S = Self-enhancement self-rating; ST-S = Self-transcendence self-rating; OC-S = Openness to change self-rating; C-S = Conservation self-rating; SE-O = Self-enhancement out-group rating; ST-O = Selftranscendence out-group rating; OC-O = Openness to change out-group rating; C-O = Conservation out-group rating. Note. SE-S = Self-enhancement; ST = Self-transcendence; OC = Openness to change; C = Conservation; BB = Baby Boomers; Y=Generation Y; X = Generation X.
